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ABSTRACT , . 

An analysis of the extraverbal conimiinlcation 

processes in newlywed couples is described, rhe aim ot the research 
was to discover whether certain extraverbal (Communications are 
related to happiness in a marriage and, eventually, to its duration. 
Among specific significant findings with regard to behavior ratings 
were: (1) chair distance was negatively related to othe r- touc hi ng , 

indicating that the closer the couple sat together, the more likely 
it was that they also used gestures touching each other and were 
touching for longer periods of time; (2) eye contact was the variable 
which correlated best with all the other behavioral ratings; (3) open 
position of arms was unrelated to open position of legs (open 
position of arms appeared to be more related to interpersonal 
closeness than open position of legs) ; and (4) if a person lists a 
topic of conflict, he means to say it is also a source of unhappiness 
to him. The authors conclude that they demonstrated that self ratings 
of marital happiness show a clear relationship to the use of subtle 
cues, such as eye contact and touching, which indicated personal 
closeness. (Author/TA) 
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The present study Is concerned with an analysis of extraverbal 
comminicatlon processes fn newlywed couples. We vranted to discover 



whether certain extraverbal cooimunl cat ions are related to happiness in 
3 narriage and, eventually, to Its duration. We thought that such cues 



as "touching each other," "eye contact," * 
of the newlyweds, and "taking initiative 



'open and closed sitting position" 
In talking to each other would 



be related to the quality of the marriage relationship. 

The theoretical considerations underlying the study rest on the 
assunptlon that an individual helps to determine the responses he obtains 
from others by coding subtle extraverbal cues into his messages. With 
such coding ho creates an "emotional climate" In the other person wlilch In 
turn helps to bring about a response set favorable to the response desired 
(Beler, 1966), By creating the response sets in others , a sender will, to 
a large extent, create his own world by fashioning the specific response 
he needs. With his codings, he then determines his environment, often 
without knowing how rmjch of this world Is his ovm creation. The subtle 
cues s person codes Into his messages, than v»uld give information on the 
psychological onvironment a person will encounter. In effect then, one 
would possibly be able to predict whether such an environment Is likely 
to enhance a given relationship and v^ether It is defined as lasting or 
honpermanent • 

The present study Is only the first In a nunjber of Investigations. 
Here we are reporting on verbal and extraveri>al cues which were obtained 
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from newlywed Interactions. Additionally, the couples were given question- 
naires to measure their conflict areas. The present study is concerned 
with relating verbal and e 5 <traverbal cues to the degree of conflict and 
stress a couple is reporting. 

In the past, research with married couples has concentrated on such 
areas as spouses' disagreement with each other (Katz, 1965; Tharp, 1963), 
complaints of couples applying for divorce (Levinger, 1966 ), common areas 
of interest, pathological marriages (Tharp, 1963), or such specifics as 
dec islon-na king processes (Winter & Ferreira, 1969), More recently, there 
have been studies of adjustment patterns to predict good and poor marriages 
(e.g., Barry, 1970; Hooper & Sheldon, 1969). Some of these studies on 
marriage included an occasional index of nonverbal behavior (touching, eye 
contact, gestures) to evaluate the status of couples. 

The present study Is not only oriented towards investigating the 
relationship of stress and interactive cues, but also tovsrd discovering 
the Interrelationship of pleasures of extraverbal behaviors themselves. 

The extraverbal behaviors of most interest are those which have been found 
to be Indices of "closeness in interpersonal relatfonshlps," Eye contact 
has consistently bean found to have a positive relationship with Inter- 
personal closeness (Duncan, 1969; Navron, 19&7) . Certain postural cues 
(open and closed positions of arms and legs) were related to feelings of 
closeness to others (Hehrablan, I 969 ) . Other types of nonverbal behavior 
found to be Important were self and other-touching, and spatidl distance 
between two people (Duncan, 1969; Hehrablan. 1969; Winter S- Ferreira, 1969). 
The time spent (by each spouse) talking has also been found to relate to 
marital adjustment (Hlshler & Waxier, I 568 ; Navrcm, 1967), For Information 
on a eoiiptrfs areas of conflict and stress, we used a questionnaire which 
O 
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contained requests for ratings of such crucial topics as "friends," 

"chi 1 dren," "sex," "recreation," and the like; but this questionnaire 
not only required Information on areas of disagreement, but also on the 
degree of unhappiness a spouse would attach to such a rating of disagreement. 

An adaptation of the Semantic Differential test (Beler, 1959) was 
administered and \>ss thought to yield differences among the couples with 
regard to language usage. The word father, mother, son, and daughter 
were rated. It was hypothesized that couples who demonstrate the least 
amount of stress (as measured by the conflict questionnaire) would also 
rank high In the assumed extraverbal "closeness" indicators (such as 
longest eye contact, other-touching, etc.) Eventually we want to use 
this Information to investigate whether this Informatf- ^ would be 
predictive of the permanence of the nvarrlage. 

Method , 



Sublects 

Fifty-one couples married from three to six months were seen In this 
study. Both husbands and wives v/ere under 2k years of age, and had no 



record of any previous marriage. These couples, whose names had been 
obtained from the Salt Lake City Marriage License Bureau, responded to 
a letter sent to a total of 350 recently married couples. Most religions 
were represented in this sample, though 75% of the couples belonged to 
the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints. Education and occupation, 
as well as soclosconomtc status, were heterogensous for the sample. Yet, a 



"volunteer" bias cannot be ruled out. 

Procedure and Apparatus 

After responding to an Inltal letter, each couple was given an 
appointment to be seen for an Intervlev-/ at the University of Utah. The 
letter Indicated that patterns of cortaTiunlcatlon in newlyweds were being 
studied, and that there would be some remuneration for couples who desired 
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f-o narflclnate In the study. 
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Each couple videotaped for approximately 30 minutes In a studio 

provided by the Instructional Television Department of the University of 
Utah. In addition to the experimenter, a professional studio technician 
yms also In the room with the couple being interviewed. The technician 
vas responsible for operating the video equipment, but otherwise did not 
interact with the couple. 

An Identical procedure v«s used with each couple Interviewed, Upon 
entering the studio room, the couple was Instructed to '■grab” the two 
chairs (which had been Intentionally placed at the distance of 10 feet 
from each other) and bring these chairs Into the suitable part of the room 
for videotaping. The spatial distance between the chairs was then unobtru- 
sively measured and used as data In this study. 

Recorded Instruction were given throughout the interview to ensure an 
Identical and consistent procedure for each couple Involved. After the 
couple was seated and chair distance were measured, the Instructions began 
with questions relating to background Information (religion of each spouse, 
length of engagement, parents' marital adjustment end such broad questions 

as to "what divorce meant to them"). 

Following these questions, the Topics Scale (see Appendix A) vss 
filled out Independently by husband and wife. This scale ras based on 
topics often described as tho n»jor problem In marriages (Blanck, 1961; 
Hooper & Sheldon, 1969; Lanti & Snyder, 1962; Levinger, 1966). As stated, 
the Scale vas used for obtaining Information In marital disagreements and 
tho degree of unhappiness attached to such disagreements. After the scale 
was completed, the couple v;as told to select one of the topics of the scale 
and discuss It for several minutes. The experimenter did not participate 
In the discussion, but v^s prliTarlly responsible for controlling the 
^ recorded Instructions and for delivery and collection of the test materials 

He also answered questions needing clarification. 
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After discussing the selected topic (3-5 minutes for most couples). 



the next task required of the couple to discuss what it meant "to be 

or feel needed." Previous research has found th's to be a relevant topic 
that may be related to adjustment in rrerrlage (e.g,, Navron, I 967 ), Most 



couples used three minutes or less to discuss this topic. 

Next, three TAT cards were slnuiltaneously presented to the couple. 

The cards wore placed upon a low table located In front of the couple. 

Card k vas placed In the left most positlen, card 10 vos In the middle, 
and 3 BM was In the right most position. This p»*ocedure was In accord with 
one used by Winter and Ferreira (I 969 ) who were measuring hostility themes 
In families. Their procedure was employed In t Is study, however, to measure 
cooperation and cofwnunlcatlon patterns. The Instructions requested that 
both husband and v^lfe ware to make up a stor^ which would link the three 
TAT cards ogether. They were advised to constrict the story In the nranner 



that husband and wife would alternate In tejllng the story with a sentence 
at a time. 

At the completion of the story, a random yerslon of the Semantic 



Differential Scale developed by Beler (1959) was given to husband and 
wife to fill out Independently, This 10 scale Instrunwnt rated the 



words "mother," "father," "son," and 



"daughter." 



The Intervlev/ vffls concluded 



after the couple finished this scale. 

All videotaped Interviews were then rated by undergraduates for non- 
verbal behaviors, such as sel f -touch Ing , other-touching , open and closed 
position of arms, open and closed position of legs, laughing, talking, 
and eye contact. Each rater rated only one of these behaviors with at 
least 10 couples. Inter-rater reliability of these behaviors (e.g., eye 
contact) was generally found to be reasonably high (.80). 
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Resu 1 ts 

Alt the data from Topics Scale (topics contributing to conflict 
and unhappiness) and the Semantic Differential test (self-ratings), and 
the behavioral ratings (nonverbal) were factor analyzed. The factors 
and the correlation rtatrix are presented below. 

A factor analysis w’th rotations resulted in 14 factors, which are 

surnmarized In Table 1. 



Insert Table 1 About Here 



Each factor is loaded with either the behavioral ratings (e.g.. 

Factor 4) or self-ratings (e.g., Factor 10). In no Instance do both 
the behavioral and self-ratings contribute to any one factor. It appears 
that the measures (l.e.. Topics Scale. Semantic Differential, and 
behavioral ratings) are Independent of each other and do not measure 
overlapplri^ attributes* 

Correl a t 1 onQ 1 Analysis of Al | Factors 

Results of the correlational analysis^ also supported the finding that 
the behavioral ratings and solf-ratlngs were unrelated. Specific signifi- 
cant findings with regard to the behavioral ratings were: chair distance 

was negatively related to other- touching (df « 85, r » -.43, p<.01) Indica- 
ting that the closer the couple sat together, the more likely It was that 
they also used gestures touching each other, and were touching for longer 
periods of time; ocher than this, chair distance w^s unrelated to any other 
variable. Eye contact was the variable which correlated best with :ll the 
other behavioral ratings, which v^Fas expected from previous research where 
eye contact vas found to be a reliable Indicant of closeness {nuncan. 1969; 
Hehrablan, 1969). Open position of arms vas unrelated to open position of 

^Hatrlx available on request. 
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legs. Open position of arms was found to be related to some of the other 
behavioral ratings (eye contact, other-touching, talking and laughing), 
whereas open position of legs ves not (except for eye contact and laughing). 
Open position of arms appears to be more related to interpersonal closeness 



than open position of legs. 

For the Topics Scale, the correlational analysis indicated that conflict 
ratings were related to unhappiness ratings. This relationship was highly 
significant for each topic. That is to say. If a person lists a topic of 
conflict he means to say that it is also a source of unhappiness to him. 
"Honey” vss the topic found to correlate most highly with the other topics 
on the Scale, both with conflict and unhappiness ratings. Dimensions of 
the Semantic Oifferentlal Scale were unrelated to any of the other variables. 



Husbands and Wives 

All variables were examirted for differences in ratings between ail 
husbands and all wives. Means of all variables were compared for slgnifl 
cant differences with two-tailed t tests. Results ore summarized in 
Tables 2, 3, and k. 

Insert Table 2. 3, and 4 here 




As can be noted, husbands and wives differed significantly with regard 
to "spare time together” end "money” on the Topics Scale. These two topics 
appeared to have a very different value to husbands than to wives. Husbands 
sat with their arms and legs open longer than wives did and tended to talk 
more as well.^ Wives laughed more than husbands. Husbands and wives did 
not differ on touching, although wives tended to demonstrate more self- 



touching than husbands. 

AS can be seen from the Table 2 (Semantic Differential) the husbands 
did not differ In the use of the A key words with the exception of the 



. 2^11 means for behavioral ratings are based on transformed data (cube 

oot transformation). Original data was markedly skewed to the right. 
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son-daughter dimension (p<.10) which has glvan us some Interesting 
hunches , 

The data were also examined to evaluate couples who more often agreed 
and disagreed with each other. This made It necessary to divide the total 
sample Into two groups. These two groups were called Low Disagreement (LD) 
and High Disagreement (HD) groups, LD groups consisted of couples w+io had 
differences In total scores of less than 5 points, v^ereas the HD groups 
consisted of couples with scores separated by 14 points or nxjre (on the 
Topics Scale). Means v/ere computed separately for husbands and wives 
for each variable, (Results appear In Tables 5, 6, and 7») 

Insert Tables 5, 6, and 7 About Here 



Low Disagreement and Hlnh Disagreement groups on extraverbal behavior. . 
Results Indfcate that couples In the LD groups sit closer together 
than couples In the HD group. They appear to look at each other for a 
longer time, touch each other more often and self-touch less often than 
the HD group. They also hold their legs In a more open position. The 
LD*s rate money, religion, and friends as the most severe topics of conflict 
yghlle the HD (that Is the High Disagreement couples) are upset (and by far 
more upset than the LD group) about sex, friends, money, and their unborn 
children'® education. 

Low Plea err eeir^nt and High Disagreement groups topic scales , 

Husbands and wives In both LD and HD groups were then compared 
separately on topics, ratings, and behaviors to fiote any differences 
between them. Results appear In Tables 869, 



Insert Tables 869 About Here 




Husbands in the LD group differed from their wives on the Importance 
of spare time. It appeared that wives of this group touched 

R 
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themselves and their husbands more often than vice versa. Husbands talked 
a little longer and were significantly freer In their open arms and legs 
positions than their wives. On the other hand In the HD group, the 
husbands differed by being very unhappy about their wives* lack of love 
and concern for them, about their spare time, and about money matters, 
all of these characteristics being of more concern to them than to their 
wives. The .HD husbands and wives, however, did not differ from each other 
on self-touching or other-touching, HD husbands had significantly more open 
arms and legs than wives. HD couples tended to touch themselves more and 
each other less than the LD husbands and wives. 

Unhappiness scales (four subgrotjps) a n d extraverba 1 _b^oy i.qr^ 

Finally, an attempt was made to divide the couples into four subgroups 
on the total amount of complaining they were doing (Topics Scales). These 
four groups were essentially (l) husbands with scores one standard 
deviation above the mean (that Is, husbands wars high cefTH^lalners who had 
wives v/lth scores at or below the mean, or wives who w-ere low compla Iners) 
(2) wiiVJes with scores one standard deviation above the rrvean, that is high 
compla iners with husbands having scores at or below the mean, that Is, 
low compla! ners (3) husbands and wives who had scores one standard devia- 
tion above the mean and (4) husbands and wives who had scores one standard 
deviation belo-w the maan. Means of the observed behaviors ware then 
computed for each group by combining the selected husbands and wives scores, 

Insert Table 10 About Here 



Inspecting Table 10 we note that couples consisting of low complaining 
husbands and high complaining wives tended to display least "other- 
tocichlng" and “open arm** positions. They also talked the least though 




9 




10 



they seemed to smile a lot. Couples consisting of husbands and wives 

who are both complalners tend to sit furthest apart, have least eye contact, 

and talk a lot, and Indulge themselves more In self-touching than others. 

But where husband and wife are both ifiw on complaints, they have five 
••first'* rankings In closeness such as "other-touching" most "open arm" 
and "leg" positions though they also have the least "smiling," embarrassed 
or otherwise. The couples who complain least on the scales, seem happier 
and closer to each other f In fact they show a majority of "firsts" In our 
Indicators of (Group 4) human closeness as predicted. If such data shculd 
stand up we may have found In our measurement of subtle behavior cues a 
means of assessing the emotional climate of familial interactions. 

Discussion 

Our train questions were concerned with a greater understanding of the 
interaction processes of newlvn-ieds and with an analysis of the subtle cues 
of these Interactions and thetr relation to stress In marriage. We 
denjonstrated that self ratings of marital happiness show a clear relation- 
ship to the use of subtle cues such as eye contact and touching vrfilch 

Indicated to us personal closeness. 

In addition, we analyzed the topic scale for a rank order of conflicts 
separately for husbands and wives and also looked at the vmy they ranked 
from the most to the least Important the labels they had assigned marital 
Ufthapplhess. 



Insert Table 11 About Here 

Husbands list politics as a conflict area but they are most unhappy 
about money and friends. Wives on the other band consider friends as 
the number one source of conflict and unhappiness. Wives also list 
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religion as the second highest source of unhappiness and by and large 
seem to be more concerned with "ambitions" than husbands are. Apparently 
newlyweds do not report significant sex problems and it will be Interesting 
to discover whether this topic gains greater significance In follow-up 
studies. Altogether, husbands give higher conflict and unhappiness ratings 
than their wives, which may tell us scmethlng about how marriages are made. 

The Semantic Differential Scale showed us that the husband used the 
vaards "mother and "daughter" almost alike while at the same time they 
used the word "son" and "daughter" as very distinct entities. Husbands 
place the largest distance between the words "father" and "daughter" 
and so do wives* Is this a linguistic confirmation of the Incest taboo? 

The distance between "mother" and "son" Is the second largest for both 
husbands and wives. Some deept theoret 1 1 Ians ttay argue that newlyv'/eds 
get rreirrled because they are able to place large semantic distances between 
theniselves and their parents. It would be Interesting to know If unnvarrled 
young couples, homosexuals or singles would Indeed show smaller semantic 
distances between these words# 

This study of newlywed couples* Interactions demonstrated that the 
subtle cues we rated allowed us to advance a reasonable hypothesis that 
such cues rray be prognostic of happy and perhaps lasting marriages. We 
were particularly impressed by such measures as eye contact, touching, 
open and closed positions, and found them to give useful Information. The 
data from this study suggest that subtle cues In the interaction of newlyweds 
are nieasureable and appear to distinguish stress states. It might be quite 
possible that they also help US to make a reasonable prediction as to 
which of the marriages Is likely to fall. After all, the micro-analysis 
,9rof behavior should contain the pertinent Information of consequent behaviors. 









Table ^ 

Factor Analysis of All Vardables 




Variables 



Semantic liifferontial 
Son*»Daughter 
Son-Mother 
Son-Father 
Fabhe.'5-Daughter 
Father-I4otb©r 
Da ught er— Mother 

Topics Scale 

Money-Conflict (C) 
Monoy-Unhappiness (U) 
Chlldren-C 
Chtldron-U ■ 

Sex-Ct. 

. _ 

Concern & Lova-C': ' 

Concom & liovs-b. _ - - . 

Spare Time Together-C 
' ' Spare Time Togethor-U 
Frl©nds-C 
Fri©nde«U 
■ Ambition«C 
Ambition-U 
, Politics-C 
politlcB-U 

Childrans’ Sducation-C 
ChildrenB’ Education-U 
. Roliglon-C 

Behavioral Ratings 
.Chair DiDtanco (Inches) 
Eye Contact , 

Total Time-seconds 
Instances of behavior 
Self “Touching 

Total Tjjne-seconds 
Inetancea of behavior 
Other-Touching 

Total Tirae-seconds^ 
Instances of behavior 
Open Pooition-— Arms 

Total Tiras-seconds 
Instaneas of babavior 

Open Position — Logs 

Total Time-seconds 
Instances of bahavior 



Factors with 

j. 



,83 

,87 



,84 



084 



.,82 

•^76 

■e42 

.,66 



,49 

o45 



-o50 

■,53 



,93 

,94 



o92 

,93 



58 



Total Time-seconds 
Instances of behavior 
• ^ Laughing , 

Total Time-seconds 
ElyC Instances of behavior 



■,93 

.,90, 

>,51 



,89 

,92 



TaMc 1 

( Conbinu.i?d'i 

Factor Analyfl'is aH 



Vs-riables 



Variables 

Semantic Differential 
;aon“Daughter 
Son-i.other 
Son-Father 
FathoS'-DBU'rhter 
t athe^«^klthe^ 
Daughter-* lOther 

Topics Scale 

Ftonoy-Conf lict ( t 

Konoy-Linha. plnass ID) 

Childrsn-C 

Chlldron-U- 

Sqx“C 

£ox-U" 

Concem ic Lovo«C‘ 
Coriseni fc Love'’U;. 

Spare Tims Tocethor-C 

Spare Time Togother-U 

Fr’ionda-C 

Friends“U 

Ambition-C 

Ambition-U 

Pollfcics»G 

Politi«s-U 

Childrens^ Education-C 
Childrens* £ducation«D 



Reli£ion«-C 
Rellglon«U 
Behavioral iiatlngs 

Chair Diatance (Inches) 
Eye Contact 

Total Time-seconds 
instances of bahavior 
Self-Touching; 

AObal Ttine-seconds 
Instances of behavior 
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Othar-'Touching 

Total Tir,iO-secor.da 
Instances of behavior 



Cperi Position-Arms 

Total Tlme-soconds 
Instances of behavior 
Open l’oBifclon«-L3gs 

Total Time-seconds 
Instances of behavior 
Talking 

Total Tima-soeonds 
Instances of behavior 



Laughing 

Total I’iniQ-seConds 
Instances of behavior 



Factors with Sigr.ifi 
S 9 10 11 



•“ D 86 

-o77 

«23 

.47 

.76 

a 84 



«*■ c 80 

-.69 
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Table 2 



Means and Standard Deviations for Husbands' and rtives* Sua of 
■ Dl-rferences Scores on the Sereantic Dlfferantlal 




Variable Husbands' Sum of »flves' Sum of £ (two-tailod fe) 

Differenco Scores Difference Scores 
(H«51) (N 25 I) 

Mean SD Mean SD 



Son-Daughter 


X2*00 


5.70 


10.04 


5.38 


Son-Mother 


12.67 


5«11 


11.37 


5.29 


Son-Father 


8.96 


4.35 


9.45 


4.71 


Father-Daughter 




6.04 


11.75 


5.28 


Father-Mother 


13.12 


5o56 


11.51 


5.14 


Daughter-Mother 


5.90 


3e05 


7.02 


3o99 




Table 3 

Husbands.^ and Wives’ Topic is 



Conflicts 



Wives 



lO E leg 


Mean 


50) 

SD 


(N-50) 

Mean 


SD 


Money 


2.34 


1,24 


2 • 16 


1.45 


Children 


2o06 


i.53 


1.63 


1.22 


Sex 


1.9S 


1.33 


l,.o9 


.97 


Concerri and Love 


lo73 


1<,22 


1<.47 


,73 


Spare Tloe Together 


2.08 


lo32 


: 53 


.61 


Friends 


2.26 


1.26 


2.49 


1.54 


Ambition 


1c65 


1.15 


1.75 


1.16 


Politics 


2 <,90 


1.94 


?.,42 


1.61 


Childrens^ Education 


1.56 


1.03 


1.30 


.71 


Kaliglon 


2.50 


1.94 


1.9B 


lo66 


Total Conflict Score 


20.55 


6o94 


18.06 


6. 62 



£ (two-tailed t) 



,02 



.10 
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Table 3a 



HusbariuS^ and 


Wives* Topics 1 


late.i fo2’ 


Unhappiness 




Topics 


Husband.'. 
(N= 50 )^ 
Mean SD 


yives 
(N--50) 
Mean SD 


£ (two-tailed t) 


Money 


2 e 46 Id 5.‘> 


loS8 


1,36 


.05 


Children 


le?5 loll 


1.55 


-U03' 




Sex 


2o00 1.31 


1.71 


1.15 




Concern aru Love 


lo90 3 .43 


1.51 


1..19 




Spare Tifa Together 


2„14 .l.34 


1.41 


.73 


o 002 


Friends 


2p2S \o30 


2.33 


1.4C 




Ambitifi 


1.S6 ...41 


1.70 


1,22 




Polit-cs 


2o20 1.55 


2.02 


1.41 




Chil'fens’ Education 


lo4S .33 


lo30 


.74 




Relgion 


2,09 1.^0 


lo93 


1.59 




To^il Unhappiness Score 


19o?l 8,7.3 


16.90 


6„88 


.10 


Trial Score for i'/>iole 

Scale 


-40o26 14o49 


34o96 ; 


L3.18 


,10 
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Table 4 



Husbcmds' and Wives' Extraveibal Bcha\dor Ratings 



Behaviors 




liusbands 

CN.40) 


Wives 

CNMO) 








1 


S.D. 


X 


s . n . 


B . 














(two-tailed test) 


Eye Contact 




3.37 


.99 


3.32 


.94 






2.52 


.48 


2.50 


.47 




Self-toudiing 




4.38 


2.50 


5.48 


1 . 74 * 


.05 




2.16 


.93 


2.44 


.57 




Other- toudiing 




1.95 


2.64 


2.42 


2.78 






.92 


1.07 


1.11 


1.09 




Open Position-- 


-Arms 


6.07 


1.96 


5.21 


1 . 90 * 


.10 




2.47 


.69 


2.41 


.66 




Open Position- - 


•Legs 


6.74 


2.37 


3,01 


3 . 30 * 


.001 




2.64 


.87 


1.22 


1 . 24 * 


.001 


Talking 




5.54 


1.21 


5.16 


.99 


.10 






3.22 


.59 


2.98 


, 64 * 


Laughing 




1.81 


1.07 


2.65 


. 98 * 


.001 




1.59 


.83 


2.21 


. 75 * 


.001 



^Indicates "instances" of behavior. 
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Table 5 



Topics Rated for Conflict by Coviplos in the 
High and Lw Dis agreement Groups 



Low Disagreement High Disagroement 
Topics CN^38) (N^SO) 





i^fean 


Ntean 


E 


^feney 


2,05 


1.42 


.10 


Children 


1.50 


1.61 




Sex 


1.41 


3.57 


.002 


Concern and Ix)ve 


1.21 


1.36 




Spare Time Togetlier 


1,63 


2.52 


.02 


Friends 


2.00 


3.26 


.002 


Anfoition 


1.45 


1.04 




Politics 


1.92 


2.56 




Qiildrens ’ Education 


1.17 


2,96 


.002 


Religion 


2.17 


2.35 
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A ^ bX O 

Topics Hated Xor Unliapplness by Couples in the 
High and l5W Disagreement Groups 



u TiAU-i yjraa^-iH 






Topics 



Low Disafrreorcent High Disagreement 





Mean 


Mean 




Money 


1.70 


3,04 


,01 


Children 


lo32 


2,93 


,002 


Sox 


1.30 


1,52 




Concern and Love 


1,50 


1, 53 




Spare Time Together 


1,66 


1,97 




Friends 


1,69 


1,90 




Ambition 


1,42 


1,27 




Politics 


1,54 


2,00 




Childrens* iiducation 


1,19 


1,11 




Religion 


1,97 


2,00 
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Table 7 

Extraveibal Behavior Ratings of and Low 



Disagreement Groups 



Behaviors 



Low Disagreeiiffint High Disagreement 
CN^38) CN=30D 



Eye Contact 

Self-toudiing 

Other- touching 

Open Position- -Arms 

Open Position- -Legs 

Talking 

Laughing 

Chair Distances 



X 


S.D. 


3.30 


.77 


2.43 


.39 


4.90 


2.55 


2,21 


.98 


2.10 


2.52 


1.04 


1.01 


5.22 


2.30 


2.32 


.84 


5.00 


3.37 


1.99 


,1.24 


5.37 


.93 


3,04 


.61 


2.01 


1.29 


1.70 


.96 


1.49 


.94 



% 


S.D. 


3.03 


.88 


2.39 


.58 


5.08 


2.14 


2.44 


.68 


1.11 


1,79 


.64 


.88 


5.77 


1.S6 


2.50 


.53 


4.81 


3.06 


1.94 


1.10 


5.12 


1.38 


2.99 


.50 


2.19 


.80 


1.84 


.51 


1.92 


.87 



E 



.10 



.10 



^Indicates instances of behavior. 
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Tab le 8 



Differenc es Between husbands and Kives in the Jo,.- Disa^reefent Cro^, 



Variable 



^are T'lnie Tof^etJier ' 
Conflict 
UtiJiappiness 
Self-ToucJiing 

Other-Toucfnng 

Talking 

Ppen Position- -Aniks 
Opeji Position- -Legs 

* Indicates instances 



iJushands 
■ fN=l9j 

SD 

1 . 89 . 0’J 

1.S4 l.ui 
4.17 3.05 

C1.98i*(1.27)* 
1.79 2.59 

C .88) Cl. 05) 
5.62 .07 

C3.13) C .42) 
S.Ol 2.66 
(2.29) C .99) 
6.31 2.65 

(2.49) ( .95) 

of beliavior. 



K’ives 
CN=19) 
Mean SL 



1.37 .60 

1.47 .84 

5.59 1 . 79 

(2.43) ( .56) 
2.41 2.4‘) 



( 1 . 20 ) ( . 97 ) 

5,13 1.09 

(2.94)C .76) 
4.82 1.85 



(2.55) ( .68) 
3.43 3.57 



(1.38) (1.32) 




.10 

.02 

. 0 ] 
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Tatile 9 

Ditfcrences Between Husbajids oncl Ivives in tlie ilipl\ Uisjij^i'oeiiient (iroufi 



Variable 


husbands 
■ CN=T5} 
Mean SD 


Wives 
(N=15) 
Mean SD 


P 


Concern and Love 










Ccmflict 


2.53 


1.55 


1.64 .93 


.10 


LInliappiness 
Spare Tin'.e Together 


2. SO 


2.01 


1,36 .84 


.02 


Conflict 


2.47 


1.55 


1.64 .74 


,10 


Unhappiness 

Money 


2.67 


1.63 


1.45 1.31 


.02 


Conflict 


2.67 


1.29 


2.46 1.94 




UnJiappiiiess 


5.20 


1.66 


2.08 1.75 


.30 


Lye Contact 


3.03 

C2.40) 


.67 

* C .53)* 


3.03 .87 

(2.39) C .53) 




Self- Touching 


S.IO 

C2.4S3 


2.38 
C .71) 


5.03 2.02 

(2.43) C .69) 




Other- Toudiing 


1.07 


1,60 


1.15 2.02 




Talking 


C .07) 


C. .86) 


( .62) ( .94) 




5.15 


1.70 


S-08 l.Ul 




Open Position- -Arms 


(3.03) 


C .45) 


(2.96)( .57) 




0.41 


1.10 


5.18 1.72 


.05 


Open Position --Legs 


(2.56) 


C .56) 


(2.45) ( .66) 




6.93 


1.64 


2.85 2.77 


.001 




C2.72) 


( .43) 


(1.25) (1.05) 


.001 



* Indicates instances o£ beliavior. 
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Table 10 



Extraverbal Behavior Ratings for Disagreenent Siibgroutps 



Variable Gro^ 1 Group 2 Grouji 3 Croufi 4 

Husbanci-High Husband- Low liusbajid-High liuiT)anc!-Lcxv’ 





Wife -Lav 


Wife -High 


Isife-High 


Wife-LovN' 




f-lean 


Ifean 


Nfean 


?fcan 


Chair Distauces 


2,01 


1.95 


2.05 


1.89** 


hye Contact 


3.12 


2.95 


2.30 


3.34** 




(2.443* 


(2.093 


( 2.003 


(2.443 


Self -Touching 


3.63 


3.76 


3.94 


2.40** 


(1.733 


(1.793 


(1.853 


C .973 


Crthor-Toudiing 


1.47 


.18 


1.76 


2.30** 


( .733 


( .383 


( .753 


( .95) 


C^en Position- -Arms 


4.48 


3.18 


3.78 


6.22** 


(1.943 


(1.413 


(1,633 


(2.60) 


Open Position- -I^gs 


4.20 


4.68 


2.80 


6.39** 


(1.743 


(1.893 


(1.133 


(2.44) 


Talking 


4,66 


3.36. 


3.89 


5.00** 




(2.803 


(1.743 


(2.36) 


(2.48) 


Laughing 


2.01** 


1.95 


1.61 


1.22 




(1.723 


(1.623 


(1.42) 


(1.10) 



* Indicates instances of behavior. 

** Indicates most interpersonal closeness based on our estimates. 
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Rjink Orclc‘-r of Tcpic 
Listed es Caiflicts 





or Sc3.jrc©s of 
IWiappiness 






Cctnfl.ict 




ISihapplness 


■ I 

Ol 

k! 

: 

t 1 
! 




RusTTaird ^ 




Politics 


Pri«^s 


ffancy 


Friends 


ReligJ.on 


Politics 


Friends 


Religicn 


ifoney' 


^kgley 


Poll tics 


Politics 


Friends 




S^ijire tine 


Mcfftey, 


Spare tiir^ 


Sex 


Religion 


Sex 


Oiildi’OTJi 


ChildMTi 


Sex 


Aniltien 


Sbx 


Airbitian 


Ccncom 


Childrsai 


Ccfiiceiti 


Spans tirfffl 


Asthi tion 


Cosiceyn 


ATibiticsi 


Concern 


Childresi 


Spare tisvs 


Oiild ed>4CatiC5ii 


Child ©duca- 


Qviid edrj«ntic»i 


Oiild educa 




tiosi 




tion 
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Department of Poych.^'ilog'/ 
Univer«i ty of Utah 
Salt Lake City, Utah 



Beier- Sternberg Project, 1970 



IvpORTm' TOPICS m ? 7^RRI/,Ca: 

With these scales# >^<3 v/ant to fiiK’ out what you believe are the areas of 
cgreejnent or dj.saci*een>snt ia your narringe. Vi's also ’want to find out if tiiese 
artsas of a^TeeDent and disagreCT'ent m<J<e you feel Jiappy, sad or indifferent . 
For exanple, if rcm^y is a t^ic of iinach dlsaRr^«neiit in your rnamage, you 
cotild nsaice a nark in Scale 1: De gree of A greenMait under tiie nunhers 5, 6 or 7 
deT-endinp the extent oFyour disacrneiwnt. {f ym wtu'e to niake a narK 
umler the nmrbsr 7, rhls would 5nean tl’ot you fml there is n’ucn dasagree'^nt 
about moeiey in your m»rriage. If yw were to rrark unc^er the nurher 5, th?s 
Btefins you feel th&ie is sone disagreentant aijcut mcney. 

With Scale 1 vs to find cut hc?w you differ from your spouse in 

looldne In Scale 2 w© want to find out hw you feel about these 

differences. If, foi- oxiSpIiT a disagye«t«nt were to make you very imn^py. 
as in the *7vforiey” exmmlo given above, you v/ould rr 4 TK 6 or / on £. 

Results of Agreement or Disagreamant. Please chedt eadi item in iTovTi scales. 
RBFeaFe~TO~Fip^f the n^BF^riKg" [ to^_ disagreesiicmt or ccaiflict over a 
partioilar topic ; tKs lw€iV the mmdier, t)ie irore agreement. 
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